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Document Control No. C04054-OC-LC-009

Dear Ms. Smith:

Dynamac Corporation is pleased to present you with PRC's Technical Review Comments on the
December 1991 Hazardous Substance Indicator Parameter Technical Memorandum submitted to
EPA by Olin Corporation.

If you have any questions or comments, do not hesitate to contact Gilda Knowles or me at (404)
681-0933.

Sincerely,

DYNAMAC CORPORA]

David L. Rusher
Regional Manager

DLR/vj
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cc: Ken Meyer, EPA Regional IV Project Officer (w/o encl.)
Steve Kale, Dynamac TES Program Manager
Gilda Knowles, Dynamac Work Assignment Manager
TES WA File

eadQuarters The Dynamac Bunding 2275 Research Boulevard. Suite 500. Rockviile. MD 20850-3268



3 8 064

TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE INDICATOR PARAMETER

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
OLIN CORPORATION/MCINTOSH PLANT

MCINTOSH, ALABAMA
MARCH 4, 1992

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) asked PRC Environmental
Management, Inc. to conduct a technical review of the Hazardous Substance Indicator Parameter
Technical Memorandum prepared by Woodward-Clyde Consultants (WCC) for Olin Corporation,
December 1991. The overall objective for WCC's study was to develop a preliminary list of
potential chemicals of concern. This was achieved by reviewing available sediment, surface
water, and ground water data. The final preliminary list of potential chemicals of concern,
presented by WCC, was defined for toxicity screens as the chemicals that showed a cont r ibut ion
to the total carcinogenic or noncarcinogenic of greater than 1 percent hazard.

Based on the information reviewed, PRC has determined that the Hazardous Substance
Indicator Parameter Technical Memorandum was prepared in conformance w i t h EPA guidance .
However, technical deficiencies were found in specific sections of the repor t prepared by WCC.
These deficiencies are presented in the fol lowing general and specific comments .

General Comments

1. Exposure assessment resulting from inhalation of ground water is not being considered.
Although this does not affect the list of potential chemicals of concern, this inhalation
exposure for ground water and surface water should be included for r isk assessment
purposes.

2. Arsenic was el iminated in some media because of low concentra t ions . Accord ing to Risk
Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS, 1989), arsenic is a known human carcinogen
(weight of evidence classification A). Therefore, it should be considered a potential
chemical of concern.

3. The document should clearly state that since the data have not been validated, there may
be changes in the list of potential chemicals of concern.

4. The document should also state that, if later phases of work present new or different data,
new const i tuents may be added to the list of potential chemicals of concern.

5. Specific comments 18 and 19 indicate additions and corrections that should be made to
the max imum concentrat ion values listed in Tables 1 and 2. Note that these changes w i l l
affect the Hazard Factor calculations as well as the Hazard Descriptor for those affected
compounds. These should be recalculated appropriately.

6. There should be footnotes def in ing the sample codes on all of the appendices. All
appendices should also have individual page numbers.

7. WCC apparen t ly applied the human health guidance (RAGS. Vol. I), in developing the
prel iminary list of chemicals of concern. However, the list should be reevaluated by
using the ecological guidance (RAGS, Vol. I I ) , in addit ion to the human hea l th guidance
(RAGS, Vol. I ) .
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10. Section 4.0. Contract Laboratory Program Analytical Results, page 12. paragraph 3

The first sentence says that "Table 1 summarizes the Target Compound List organic
parameters that are interpreted to be detected based on the CLP Data." Be specific,
indicate what this detection is based on and define the detection criteria, such as
contract-required quantitation limit (CRQL), detection limit (DL), quanti tat ion l imi t
(QL), or some other determined value.

11. Section 4.0. CLP Analytical Results. paRe 13. paragraph 1. second sentence

This sentence states that carbon disulfide is a laboratory contaminant and therefore was
considered nondetected in the sediment or surface water samples. This compound is.
however, included in the surface water section of Table 1.

12. Section 4.0. CLP Analytical Results, page 13. paragraph 1. next to last sentence

It should be stated that phthalate esters including bis(2-ethy!hexyl)phthalate, are qua l i f i ed
as nondetected in ground water. This will support the omission of d ie thylphtha la te
identified in sample PL-9D, which was presented in Table 1.

13. Section 4.0. CLP Analyt ical Results, page 13. paragraph 1. last sentence

Carbon disulfide was also considered for the list of potential chemicals of concern in
ground water (Table I). Please add this fact to the sentence. Beginning the sentence wi th
a transitional phrase, such as "Although they are common laboratory con taminan ts , . . ."
would make it read more clearly.

14. Section 4.0. CLP Analytical Results. paRe 13. paragraph 4

This paragraph indicates tuat lOtal dissolved inorganics are used to determine the
maximum reported values for ground water. However, both dissolved and total inorganics
are used for surface water. There was no mention of sediments. Based on the tables and
appendices, it appears that both dissolved and total inorganics were used to determine the
maximum reported values for sediments. Please c lar i fy .

15. Section 4.0. CLP Analytical Results, page 14. paragraph 3

Explain the rationale for the decision to eliminate compounds f rom the ground water
medium and no other. For example, the organic list may have been unmanageable, or the
other media may not have met the criteria for deletion,.

Alpha-chlordane was not listed in the ground water section of Table 1. It should be
added, since it was detected in sample BR-7.

16. Section 5.0. page 16. paragraph 2. first sentence

Please iden t i fy which table(s) are being refer red to in th is sentence.

17. Section 5.1. paRe 18. paragraph 2

In the next to last sentence, the word "cyanide" is repeated.
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18. Table 1. Summary of Organic Compounds

The tentat ively identif ied compounds in this table have no associated data sheets in the
appendices. Also, the N qual i f ier with which their concent ra t ions were flagged, is not
defined in this table or any of the appendices.

Bromoform, a volatile organic compound, should be added to the surface water section of
this table. It was detected in Sample WG-BD03. Also, according to Append ix A, the
maximum reported concentration of carbon disulfide is 3J, not 4J.

Some corrections and additions need to be made to the pes t ic ide /polvchlor ina ted
biphenyls section concerning the sediment samples.

Add: Endosulfan I, w i t h a max imum concen t ra t ion of 1 1 0 P D ^g ke (detected in
Sample SG-C5)

Dieldrin, with a maximum concentration of 15P MS/kg (detected in
Sample SG-F7)

Endosulfan II, wi th a m a x i m u m concentrat ion of 51 llg; kg

Correct: Gamma chlordane has a maximum concentration of 78, not 78P

Aldr in has a maximum concentrat ion of 4.7P. not 5.OP

19. Table 2. Summary of Inorganic Analvtes

Corrections should be made to the inorganic sediment m a x i m u m concentra t ion values ,
based on information in the appendices.

Correct: Cadmium from 0.78 mg/kg to 1.0 mg/kg

Copper from 57.8 mg/kg to 50.4 mg/kg

Cyanide f rom 1.5 mg/kg to 0.47 mg/kg

Mercury from 290 mg/kg to 30.1 mg/kg

Silver from 1.0 mg/kg to 1.36 mg/kg

Thall ium from ND4 mg/kg to 0.9 m g / k g

Zinc from 227 mg/kg to 205 mg /kg

20. Figure 3. Groundwater Sampling Well Location Map

In the legend, the designation for alluvial aquifer wells vs. Miocene aquifer wells should
indicate only that the solid circle denotes al luvial and the solid t r iangle denotes Miocene.
Delete the "PL-4S" and "DH-3"; it only adds confusion. On the f igure , the pref ixes PL
and DH appear to represent al luvial and Miocene wells, respectively.



3 8 0 6 5 1

Also, ground water sample D/WW-12 is not on the sample location map. Please expla in
why it does not appear.

Appendix A. Prel iminary Groundwater Data

According to the page numbering, there are two sections for all organic compound lists.
Please explain the reason for this (such as d i f fe ren t analyt ica l methods were used, it
represents two separate sampling episodes, or whatever the case may be).

Appendix B. P re l iminary Surface Water Data

Sample WG-H5/01, in the total inorganic const i tuent table, has a superscr ipt "1" af ter the
ND flag. If there is a difference between the not detected "ND" and an "ND1," please
explain this designation.

Simi la r ly , Page 1 of 3 of the Pre l iminary Surface Water Dissolved I n o r g a n i c C o n s t i t u e n t s
has a footnote of 1 ND = Not detected; however, there is no footnote in the bod> of the
table.


